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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Follow-up Memo on Issues Raised by Regional Staff
during the June 25 Conference Call regarding Accreditation

FROM Michael M, Stahl, Acting Branch Chief %;%4/ f_
Hazard Abatement Assistance Branch

TO: Regional Division Directors
Regional Branch Chiefs
Regional Asbestos Coordinators

to address the key issues raised by the Regions with respect to
our policy regarding accreditation. In addition, I also have
enclosed a checklist for each course required by the Model
Accreditation Plan and sample letters for corresponding with
States and training courses regarding approvals,

/ I want to cover 11 topics raised by. Regional staff over the
past few weeks regarding accreditation. Should you have any
other questions regarding accreditation issues, please contact
Bob McNally, Karen Hoffman or we at FTS 382-3949, 1 appreciate
your input on these issues. .

1. Checklist

At the ‘request of the Regions, we have developed a checklist
for each accreditation course, You should find this useful during
your review of courses. The checklist covers all the course
requirements of each course,

In using the checklist, I recommend that you make check
marks next to each subject that is covered within a topic area.
At the conclusion of a section or lecture on a topic, please grade
the topic. If on the whole, the topic was addressed adequately,
place an "A" next to that topic. If rhe overall coverage of the
topic was inadequate, pPlace an "I" next to the topic. Space is
provided on the checklist for comments,

The cover sheet for the checklist will provide a summary of
the entire course, including your recommendations., Regional
staff may want to include additional information on the cover
sheet when necessary,
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2. Expanded Guidance on Reviewing Courses

b SRS

Regional staff have raised questions about how to ensure

of Regional staff is MOSC appropriate. As the Model Plan states
for each discipline; the courses must adequately addressg certain
topics. This means that Some courses that do noct measure up to

As I stated in the June 22 memo, Regional staff should advise
the course sponsor of deficiencies noticed during a course as-
Soon as possible., For example, a lecture on nealth effects that
doesn't cover mesothelioma should he brought to the attention of the
course sponsor immediately. This will provide an opportunity for
the course sponsor to address the deficiencies during the remainder
of the course., As a result, vou may change the grade for a topic
Lf the course Sponsor subsequently sees to it that the area is
adequately addressed. Of course, you should not recommend approvi
a course if you are constantly advising the course sponsor of
major shorﬁcomlngs throughout the course, At a minimum, this
would sug.est that the instructors for the course are not qualified,

inposed by AHERA. As a resulc, I strongly encourage Regional _
staff to work with training courses in assisting them meet the

Model Plan's requirements,

3. Sample Letters

program or training course. If you approve training courses on a
contingent basig, you can modify the coursge approval letter
appropriately to reflect the contingent approval.

In letters that indicate EPA does not approve a State program
Or a training course, please be specific about the reasons., 1In
addition, try to point out the steps the course or State needs to
take to meet the Model Plan's requirements.
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4. Hands-on Training

.

During the June 25 conference call, how to evaluate hands-on
training was di-setussed. Under the Model Plan,.demonstrations by
instructors do not constitute hands-on training, Conversely, a ¢

example, this may include one student working with several other
students in conducting glove bag Ooperations.

tasks associated with asbestos abatement, This should include
working with asbestos-substitute materials, fitting and using
respirators, use of glovebags, donning protective clothing,
constructing a decontamination unit as well as other abatement
work activities,

For inspectors, the Model Plan states that hands-on training
must include a "field trip" that includes a building walk-through
inspection, Individual respirator fit testing is also required,
The "field trip" doesn't necessarily have to -occur away from the
classroom. 1If building mock-ups can be developed, these are
acceptable, The key aspect in judging the quality of the field

practice in locating where sSuspect asbestos containing building
materials might be, determining sampling locations and conducting
physical assessments,

5. On-site Auditing of Training Courses by States

During the June 25 conference call, Regional staff inquired
about requiring States to monitor on-site training courses seeking
approval. The June 22 hemo stated that State auditing should be

programs. However, on-site monitoring by States is not explicicly
stated in the Model Plan.

We have consulted with the Office of General Counsel (0GC)
en this issue. 0GC believes we can not require States to conduce
on-site auditing of courses since this is not stated explicitly
in the Model Plan for States. Fortunately, most States with
current programs conduct auditing of their training courses. 1In
addition, we will include on-site auditing by States as a special
condition in subsequent Stare cooperative agreements for inspector
and management planner accreditation programs,



staff believes EPA hag the authority to audit i course on-site
prior to issuing 4 course approval or rejection, 1In addition,
as stated in The Model Plan, EPA can also tonduct subsequent
on-site inspections to revoke or Suspend EPA approvals,

7. Contingent Approvals

As stated in the June 22 memo, Regions may grant contingent
approval for training courses that have ap dcceptable writren
application but have not been audited, T believe the abilicy to
grant contingent approval may prove helpful over the next several
months as Mdny "applications are submitted for approval, Currently,

Review of exam requirements wag discussed during the conference
call and in subsequent conversations with individual Regional
Asbestos Coordinators (RACs). Some RACs believe EPA should review
individual exams offered by a training course, Although this. may
be desirable in Some ways, the review of individual exams is not
practical for several reasons. First, under the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA), an exam submitted for EPA approval would
be available to the general public,. This would quickly compromnmis
the integrity of the exam, Second, I do not believe EPA has the

development of the exam. This should include such items as how
the exam was developed, a description of the exam, evidence the
exam was validated and a breakdown of the number of exan questions
that caver each topic of the course (e.g., five questions on
health effects). You should contact the training course sponsor
and ask for thig information if j¢ s not submitted initially,

If you are still uncertain aobut the quality of the examn,
you also may want to request that tne training course sponsor mail
you a dozen example questions. Although a small sample, these
questions may give you some further insight into the construction
of the exam.

In addition, Regional staff should review the exam when
auditing the course on-site. The exam must meet the exam requirements
ds stated in the Model ‘Plan (e.g., 100 multiple choice questions
for contractors), If there ls any deviation from the Model Plan's
requirements regarding the éxam, the course should not receive
approval. For examplé, a 100 question eéxam that includes 30
true/false questions ig inadequate, - ’ )



9. FExams Offered for Interim Accreditation Persons with pPrevious
acceptable training who need to Pass an exam to receive interim
accreditation can take an éxam offered by any EPA approved course.
Naturally, the éxan must be in the discipline the person is
seeking to receive accreditation. The éxam does not have to be
the same exam from the specific training course taken previously,
The exam must be closed book and proctored.

10. Close-out Date for Interim Accreditation

The Model Plan specified that anyone who took equivalent
training after January 1, 1985 could receive interim accreditation,
However, the Model Plan did not specify an end date for the
availability of interim accreditation,

an equivalent training course after the date the final AHERA
reguations go into effect. Given thar EPA will publish the final
rule in October, the effective date will probably be in late November,

11. Effective Date for Refresher Training Course Requirement

As you know, the Model Plan requires annual refresher training
for all disciplines. Some RACs have asked when this requirement
takes effect., The requirement will take effect two years after the
date a State wag required to develop an accreditation program.

Let nme explain how we determined thisg date. AHERA Stipulates
that all States must develop accreditation programs 180 days

4 program. As a result, the requirement for annual refresher
training becomes effective two years after the Stare programs
takes effect (i.e., one year after full accreditation is required),

For example, if State X has its first legislative session next
January, the State legislature must Pass a program by July 1988,
By July 1989 pPersons in State X must be fully accredited, No later
than July 1990, therefore, persons must have received annual
refresher training.



Let me SiJ¥ess that these requirements tgake effect for all
persons seeking accreditation regardless of whether the State
passes a program, [p addition, T should point out that sonme
State legislatures will not Fé-convene unctij January 1949, If
this is the case, the above Teéquirements woylg be pushed back
one year,
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